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money for scholarships for kids who ex-
celled in history. But it also required 
that not only did we put on a weekend 
festival but months of activity. Chang-
ing a small gym so it didn’t look like 
a small gym, doing the costumes, writ-
ing the script, preparing and providing 
for a six-course meal that guaranteed 
there would always be leftovers. 

As department chairman, I approved 
of all these projects, and I probably 
drove my fellow teachers into the 
ground trying to maintain all these ac-
tivities. And the question you have to 
ask is, why did we do it? And it is a 
very simple answer. 

Nothing ever stays static or con-
stant. If you are not moving forward, 
you are moving backwards. And it is 
instinctive within the human being 
that they want to expand, do different 
things. Even since coming to Congress, 
I am doing the same thing: I have asso-
ciated among the programs what I 
think was a very academic program of 
study and visiting in the Washington, 
D.C. area; so once again in the fall I 
will bring 20 to 30 kids from my district 
here where I will get to be the teacher 
again, taking them through Wash-
ington and the experience of Wash-
ington in conjunction with the closeup 
program. 

Now, I mention that simply because 
what we do in our daily lives in trying 
to expand and grow and what I did as a 
teacher is the same thing government 
does. I do not blame bureaucrats for 
trying to expand their programs. That 
is the instinct and nature of mankind. 

In the 1930s and again in the 1960s, 
the Federal Government expanded all 
sorts of programs to solve problems. 
Legitimate. It was good. The question 
that has to be asked is, what happens 
once those problems of 40 or 50 or 70 
years ago are solved? Do we then elimi-
nate the program or do the programs 
do the same thing I did as a history 
teacher, trying to find new things to 
do, more things to do as you are trying 
to expand the scope and responsibility 
of your task at hand? 

And that is exactly what does hap-
pen. We never eliminate programs. We 
simply add to them, which is why 
today we have 342 economic develop-
ment programs, 130 programs serving 
people with disabilities, 130 programs 
for at-risk youth, 90 programs for early 
childhood development, 75 programs 
for international education, 72 pro-
grams dedicated to assuring safe water, 
50 programs for homeless assistance, 45 
Federal agencies conducting Federal 
criminal investigations, 40 separate 
employment and training programs, 28 
rural development programs, 27 teen 
pregnancy programs, 26 K–12 grant pro-
grams, 23 agencies providing aid to 
former Soviet republics, 19 programs 
fighting substance abuse, 17 rural 
water and wastewater programs, 17 
trade agencies monitoring 400 inter-
national trade agreements, 12 food 
safety programs, 11 principal statistics 
agencies, and four overlapping land 
management agencies. 

Why do we do that? Simply because 
that is the nature of the beast. How do 
we solve that? Well, we review those. A 
Federal review, according to one report 
from the Heritage Foundation, found 
that 38 percent of all the programs that 
are run by the Federal Government fail 
to meet their core needs, the reason for 
which they are in existence. 

So how do we solve that? How do we 
review that? How do we do that in a 
safe and fair manner? Well, we had the 
experience going through the BRAC 
process of trying to come up with inde-
pendent agencies, taking the politics 
out of the issue, and looking at some 
kind of clear, concise criteria and eval-
uating where we were and what we 
should do and need in the future. 

Representative TIAHRT and Rep-
resentative BRADY have introduced leg-
islation to advance that same process 
with Federal programs. And so they 
will look at those programs in bills 
that will be before the House later this 
week with four specific recommenda-
tions or four specific parts which will 
make them effective: 

Number one, they are bipartisan pro-
grams that will try to take political 
wrangling out of the equation. Number 
two, they will look at every program 
with a clear and concise criteria, in-
cluding the constitutionality of that 
program in the first place. Number 
three, they will review all programs. 
And, number four, they will have a leg-
islative process which will expedite the 
process of review and consideration. 

Now, once again I do not blame the 
Federal Government or the bureauc-
racy of the Federal Government for its 
ability to expand. That I think is com-
mon. That is native practice. What we 
have to do as a Congress is realize if we 
do not like that expansion, it is our re-
sponsibility to make sure that that ex-
pansion is put in check. And these two 
bills are a perfect way of doing it. 

f 

IRAQ WAR POWERS REPEAL ACT 
OF 2006 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, on Oc-
tober 10, 2002, despite the objections of 
133 Members, myself included, this 
body, the House of Representatives, 
voted to give the President of the 
United States the authority to launch 
a preemptive strike against Iraq. 

If we had the information on that 
day that we have now, I wonder how 
many votes the war resolution would 
have garnered. If we had known that 
Saddam Hussein had no weapons of 
mass destruction; if we had known that 
the President was hell bent on going to 
war no matter what, regardless of the 
intelligence, with or without the U.N.’s 
blessing; if we had known that we 
would have still been occupying Iraq 
nearly 4 years later; if we had known 
that our occupation would give rise to 
a violent insurgency, sectarian strife, 

and all-out civil war; if we had known 
that the cost of this war would ap-
proach $.5 trillion; if we had known 
that more than 2,550 brave Americans 
would never come home and thousands 
upon thousands of Iraqi civilians would 
be killed for the sake of their so-called 
liberation; if we had known of the 
atrocities and constitutional desecra-
tions that would be committed in the 
name of war, from Abu Ghraib to do-
mestic spying to Guantanamo Bay. 

Along with many of my colleagues, I 
raised these concerns at the time. We 
were vocal critics of the war before we 
even knew what a debacle it would be-
come. But our objections were ignored 
and our voices drowned out by a steady 
drumbeat of misinformation coming 
from the administration and its allies. 
They raised the specter of a mushroom 
cloud in the chilling and disingenuous 
words of Condoleezza Rice. They in-
sisted that the Iraqi people would greet 
us as liberators. They claimed that the 
war would be a cakewalk, with mini-
mal cost of lives and taxpayer dollars. 
They assured us that the Iraq invasion 
would spread freedom and democracy 
throughout the Middle East, an asser-
tion that has been proven tragically 
wrong by the recent hostilities between 
Israel and Lebanon. Anyone who dis-
agreed with this view of the Iraq occu-
pation had his or her loyalty of Amer-
ica called into question. 

Today the American people know the 
truth, that those of us who seemed like 
lonely dissenters were right all along. 
The American people agree that it is 
time to find a way out of Iraq, to end 
this occupation, because they know 
you cannot win an occupation. 

Our troops have been put in an im-
possible position without the proper 
training or equipment. They are being 
asked to carry out an open-ended occu-
pation of a country wracked with cen-
turies-old religious conflict and few 
democratic conditions on which to fall 
back. Moreover, this occupation has no 
legitimacy whatsoever, having never 
been authorized or ratified by the 
United States Congress. 

So today I introduced the Iraq War 
Powers Repeal Act of 2006. It would re-
verse the fateful decision of nearly 4 
years ago and allow Congress to re-
assert its constitutional authority on 
matters of war and peace. It would 
strip from the President the powers he 
has shamelessly abused. From there we 
can and we must end this occupation, 
while using diplomacy, humanitarian 
and peacekeeping tools to help Iraq 
achieve long-term security and sta-
bility. But we must return Iraq to the 
Iraqis and return our brave soldiers to 
their families here at home, who anx-
iously await their return. 

f 

b 1915 

GRAVE CONCERNS ABOUT IRAQ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BOUSTANY). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from New 
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York (Mr. BISHOP) is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. BISHOP of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise with grave concerns about the 
situation in Iraq. 

As I indicated during a Special Order 
organized last week by the gentleman 
from Connecticut, Mr. LARSON, I be-
lieve the war in Iraq is the centerpiece 
of the administration’s failed foreign 
policies. The war in Iraq has proven to 
be a diversion from what should be our 
primary foreign policy focus, winning 
the global war on terror. Our pre-
occupation with Iraq is decimating our 
Armed Forces, who now find them-
selves entrenched in a civil war where 
they do not belong. 

The administration’s failure to meas-
ure progress in Iraq is matched by its 
broader foreign policy failures. North 
Korea and Iran present greater risks to 
our safety and security than they did 
when the President identified them as 
the ‘‘axis of evil’’ in his 2002 State of 
the Union address. 

Today, the situation in Iraq is a trag-
edy, for America, for our brave troops 
in uniform, for the future of our Na-
tion, and for the prospect of Middle 
East peace which fades every day we 
stay in Iraq and as the violence be-
tween Israel and Hezbollah continues. 

Although 2006 was supposed to be a 
‘‘year of significant transition’’ pursu-
ant to last year’s defense authorization 
law, we are no closer to finishing the 
year with any measure of positive tran-
sition than we were when the year 
started. 

I call my colleagues’ attention to a 
new book by Thomas Ricks, the Wash-
ington Post reporter who appeared on 
Meet the Press on Sunday, to discuss 
‘‘Fiasco: The American Military Ad-
venture in Iraq.’’ As Mr. Ricks ex-
plained, the administration’s foresight 
and planning was as poor as its conduct 
of the post-war period. It is why, 31⁄2 
years later, we are is still paying the 
price for such negligence, and why 2006 
is not on track to be the year of signifi-
cant transition that not only had we 
hoped for, but that we simply must 
have. 

Halfway through the year, these sta-
tistics show that we are moving back-
wards, away from our goal of handing 
Iraq over to a safe, secure and stable 
democracy. There were 3,149 civilians 
deaths in the month of June. That is up 
from 1,978 civilian deaths in January. 
For the year, more than 14,000 Iraqi ci-
vilians have died. That is an average of 
2,400 a month. Another way of looking 
at that is every 5 weeks, Iraqi civilians 
die in the number that we lost on Sep-
tember 11. 

The overwhelming majority of deaths 
have occurred in and around Baghdad. 
If the Iraqi police and army can’t pro-
vide security, is it any wonder that the 
Iraqi people have turned to the mili-
tias? That is not a measure of progress 
in any year, but particularly in a year 
of transition, that would be a turn for 
the worse. 

Every day focusing on combating sec-
tarian violence is another day and an-

other dollar we divert from what 
should be our priorities, increasing oil 
production, rebuilding infrastructure, 
promoting more dialogue between 
Sunnis and Shia and developing a long- 
term political solution for a stable, 
lasting democracy. 

The Iraqi leadership isn’t showing 
much progress either, particularly fol-
lowing remarks by Prime Minister al- 
Malaki and Speaker al-Mashhadani, 
who both openly condemned Israel in 
recent weeks. 

Combined with the fact that nearly 
50 percent of Iraqis support attacking 
our troops, Iraq is no closer to what 
the neo-conservatives envisioned as a 
partner for Israel who would catalyze 
change and bring about stability in the 
Middle East. 

When the prime minister addresses a 
joint session of Congress tomorrow 
morning, I would hope he says the fol-
lowing: First and foremost, that Iraq is 
indebted to America for the sacrifice of 
2,500 of its sons and daughters. Second, 
that he regrets and retracts his com-
ments about Israel. Third, that he is 
committed to routing terrorists, sec-
tarian violence and corruption and dis-
arming the sectarian militias. Fourth, 
that his government will honor the 
rights of ethnic and minority constitu-
encies by revisiting divisive sections of 
Iraq’s constitution. 

Still, Mr. Speaker, it will take much 
more to accomplish the long-term po-
litical goals necessary to restore sta-
bility, liberty and democracy, not only 
in Iraq, but to a region suffering under 
the strain of so much violence and un-
certainty. But we have a long way to 
go. Reaching our objectives will be fur-
ther down that path as a result of the 
administration’s failure in the pre-in-
vasion planning and the conduct of the 
post-war period. 

The tragedy of Iraq is perhaps the 
most solemn and vivid reminder of why 
a change in leadership is long overdue, 
and why America deserves a new direc-
tion in its foreign policy. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FRANKS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. FRANKS of Arizona addressed 
the House. His remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

VETO ON STEM CELL RESEARCH 
PUTS A ROADBLOCK IN THE WAY 
OF SCIENTIFIC PROGRESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MEE-
HAN) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, the Eu-
ropean Union agreed today to continue 
its funding for embryonic stem cell re-
search, research specifically involving 
the use of embryos that would other-
wise be discarded from fertility clinics. 
Today’s agreement among the Euro-

pean nations paves the way for a 55 bil-
lion Euro science program designed to 
improve and move this important re-
search forward. Unfortunately, Eu-
rope’s progress is in stark contrast to 
the embarrassing path chartered by the 
White House. 

Mr. Speaker, America has long had a 
history of leading the world in sci-
entific discovery are. President John 
Fitzgerald Kennedy made it a national 
priority to be the first Nation in the 
world to send a man to the moon. His 
leadership showed the rest of the world 
that the United States was the undis-
puted international leader in scientific 
progress. 

By using his very first presidential 
veto to continue a misguided ban on 
stem cell research, President Bush has 
diminished American scientific stand-
ing in the world. 

Mr. Speaker, 5 years ago, President 
Bush said that stem cell research had 
profound ethical questions. Today, I 
say that there are no more profound 
ethical questions than the fate of 100 
million American lives, lives that can 
be saved, lives that will be lost if we 
don’t move this vital research forward. 

Last week, we sent to the White 
House a bipartisan bill that ethically 
advances stem cell research, a practice 
supported by 70 percent of Americans. 
Instead of embracing stem cell re-
search, President Bush chose this mo-
ment in time to strike a blow against 
science and against hope and against 
saving lives. 

The promise of stem cell research is 
great. One researcher at Harvard Med-
ical School wrote in the New England 
Journal of Medicine, ‘‘The science of 
human embryonic stem cells is in its 
infancy,’’ but he cautioned restricting 
stem cell research would ‘‘threaten to 
starve this field at a critical stage.’’ 

Last October, the prestigious, peer- 
reviewed Journal of Immunology fea-
tured a study by four researchers from 
the University of Minnesota who devel-
oped human embryonic stem cells that 
could destroy cancerous cells. 

Mr. Speaker, when we tout the poten-
tial for stem cell research to develop 
future treatment for diseases like can-
cer, like Parkinson’s, opponents of the 
research will say we are just dreamers, 
that the proof just isn’t there. Well, 
Mr. Speaker, four cancer survivors live 
on my street in Lowell, Massachusetts. 
Shame on anyone who would take a 
dream away from them. 

Nearly 35,000 cases of leukemia were 
diagnosed last year. In fact, about 30 
percent of cancers in children from 
birth to 14 years of age are leukemia. 
Today, scientists are using embryonic 
stem cells to treat leukemia and 
lymphoma. 

We are dreamers, Mr. Speaker, but 
those dreams are supported by hard 
science and research. Stem cells have 
the potential to develop into any kind 
of body tissue, including blood, brain, 
or nerve tissue. Scientists believe that 
this unique ability can lead to even 
more breakthroughs in the number of 
illnesses that now are untreatable. 
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